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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on May 20, 2005 has been entered. Claims 1-49 
are pending. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The rejection of claims 32-41 under 35 U.S. C. 101 has been withdrawn in view of 
Applicant's amendment. As amended, the claims now recite functional descriptive material 
stored on a computer-readable medium. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant primarily reiterates the arguments presented in the submission filed on 
September 2, 2004. These arguments were not persuasive and were addressed in the final Office 
action mailed on January 21, 2005. Only the new arguments are addressed here. 

Applicant contends that "Hammond does not teach distinguishing between actual 
versions of DLL files or any other files, modules or assemblies" (Applicant's remarks, page 19, 
top paragraph). 
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However, Hammond expressly discloses that "a more complex set of module 
management rules as suggested above may indicate DLL version requirements for various EXE 
modules" and that "these rules may specify particular DLL versions required for various EXE 
modules (for instance, by a version key as calculated above)" (column 7, lines 59-64). In other 
words, Hammond uses the module management rules to distinguish between particular versions 
of the DLL files. Furthermore, the version key uniquely identifies each DLL file (see, for 
example, column 7, lines 31-35). 

Moreover, although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations 
from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Applicant further contends that "Hammond does not teach or is even cognizant of the 
concept of building an activation context in response to a request to load an assembly" 
(Applicant's remarks, page 20, second full paragraph). 

However, an "activation context" as recited in the plain language of the claim is merely a 
context in which the assembly is activated. When executable code requests to load an assembly, 
the assembly (such as a DLL module) is inherently activated in some "context" associated with 
that executable code. Moreover, Hammond teaches such a context in the form of an alias name 
under which the DLL module is loaded (see, for example, column 8, lines 23-37). Hammond 
"builds" these activation contexts by storing the aliases and other related information in 
databases (see, for example, column 8, line 38-58). 
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In response to Applicant's arguments (Applicant's remarks, pages 29-30), the examiner 
recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of 
the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or 
motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. 
Cir. 1988), In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). Furthermore, it 
must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction 
based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does not 
include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. 
See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

Specification 

4. As amended, the specification now states, "The present application claims priority to 
United States Provisional Patent Application Serial No. 60/199,227, filed April 24, 2000, entitled 
'Exposing Operating System Metadata in an Isolated Context'" (Applicant's amendment, page 
2). However, the present application appears to claim the benefit of Application No. 60/199,374 . 
and not Application No. 60/199,227, which is instead entitled "Application Binding Policy." 

Double Patenting 

5. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
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harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 

6. Claims 1, 3-5, 7-22, 24-26, 3 1, 42, 43 and 45-49 are rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-9 of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,871,344. It is noted that U.S. Patent No. 6,871,344 issued from Application No. 
09/842,278, with reference to which a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
was set forth in the Office action mailed on May 6, 2004. It is further noted that Applicant will 
timely file a terminal disclaimer upon indication of allowable subject matter (Applicant's 
remarks, page 14, second paragraph). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

8. Claims 1-17, 19-22, 25-31, 42, 43, 45-47 and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,974,470 to Hammond (art of record, "Hammond"). 

With respect to claim 1 (currently amended), Hammond discloses a computer- 
implemented method (see, for example, the abstract), comprising: 

(a) receiving a request from executable code to load an assembly, the request not 
including assembly version data (see, for example, column 5, line 58 to column 6, line 12, which 
shows receiving a request from an executable application to load a module or assembly); 

(b) building an activation context associated with the executable code in response to the 
request to load an assembly (see, for example, column 8, lines 23-58, which shows building an 
activation context associated with the application to load the DLL or assembly under an alias); 

(c) consulting information in a manifest associated with the executable code and stored 
separate from the executable code to determine a particular version of the assembly in response 
to the building of the activation context (see, for example, column 7, line 51 to column 8, line 5, 
which shows consulting rules or information associated with the application to determine a 
particular version of the DLL or assembly, and column 5, lines 7-18, which shows that the rules 
or information is stored in a separate configuration file or manifest); and 
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(d) providing the particular version of the assembly for use by the executable code (see, 
for example, column 5, lines 27-30, which shows providing the correct version of the DLL or 
assembly). 

With respect to claim 2 (original), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hammond 
further discloses the limitation wherein the request corresponds to a request to load a privatized 
assembly (see, for example, column 5, lines 30-34, which shows that the DLL or assembly may 
be located in the application's directory, i.e. the requested assembly may be privatized). 

With respect to claim 3 (original), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hammond 
further discloses the limitation wherein the request corresponds to a request to load a shared 
assembly (see, for example, column 5, lines 52-57, which shows that the DLL or assembly may 
be shared by many applications). 

With respect to claim 4 (original), the rejection of claim 3 is incorporated, and Hammond 
further discloses the limitation wherein the shared assembly is maintained in an assembly cache 
(see, for example, column 5, lines 52-57, which shows that the shared DLL or assembly is 
located in a designated directory, i.e. in an assembly cache). 

With respect to claim 5 (original); the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hammond 
further discloses the limitation wherein consulting information associated with the executable 
code to determine a particular version of the assembly includes searching for a mapping from a 
version independent name provided by the executable code to a version specific assembly (see, 
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for example, column 7, line 51 to column 8, line 5, which shows searching for a rule or mapping 
from the requested DLL name to a specific version of the DLL or assembly). 

With respect to claim 6 (original), the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated, and Hammond 
further discloses the limitation wherein no mapping from the version independent name to a 
version specific assembly is present, and wherein providing the particular version of the 
assembly for use by the executable code comprises providing a default version (see, for example, 
column 6, lines 57-59, which shows providing the default module or assembly when no rules or 
mappings are present). 

With respect to claim 7 (original), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hammond 
further discloses the limitation wherein providing the particular version of the assembly 
comprises accessing a file corresponding to the assembly and loading the assembly into memory 
from the file (see, for example, column 5, lines 7-18, which shows that the rules for providing 
the particular version of a DLL or assembly for loading into memory are accessed from a file). 

With respect to claim 8 (original), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hammond 
further discloses the limitation wherein the information associated with the executable code 
includes a mapping between a version independent name provided by the executable code and a 
version specific file system path and filename of the particular version of the assembly, and 
wherein providing the particular version of the assembly comprises returning the path and 
filename to an assembly loading mechanism (see, for example, column 5, line 58 to column 6, 
line 12, which shows returning the fully qualified path of the particular version of the module or 
assembly to the loading routine). 
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With respect to claim 9 (original), the rejection of claim 8 is incorporated, and Hammond 
further discloses the limitation wherein the executable code is stored as an application executable 
file in a folder, and wherein the version of the assembly is stored as another file in the same 
folder (see, for example, column 5, lines 30-34, which shows that the application is stored as an 
executable file in a directory and the DLL or assembly may be located in the same directory). 

With respect to claim 10 (original), the rejection of claim 8 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the filename corresponds to a file in an 
assembly cache (see, for example, column 6, lines 40-54, which shows that the fully qualified 
path corresponds to a file in a shared directory, i.e. in an assembly cache). 

With respect to claim 1 1 (original), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the information associated with the executable 
code is derived from application manifest (see, for example, column 5, lines 7-18, which shows 
that the information is stored in a configuration file associated with the application, i.e. in an 
application manifest). 

With respect to claim 12 (original), the rejection of claim 11 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the information associated with the executable 
code is further derived from at least one assembly manifest (see, for example, column 5, lines 7- 
18, which shows that the information is stored in configuration files associated with the DLLs or 
assemblies, i.e. in assembly manifests). 
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With respect to claim 13 (original), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the information associated with the executable 
code is constructed during a pre-execution initialization phase (see, for example, column 5, lines 
19-25, which shows that the information may be constructed at any designated time, such as 
upon installation of the application, i.e. during an initialization phase prior to execution). 

With respect to claim 14 (original), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the information associated with the executable 
code is persisted into a non-volatile memory (see, for example, column 5, lines 7-18, which 
shows storing or persisting the information in a file, i.e. in non-volatile memory). 

With respect to claim 15 (original), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses a computer-readable medium having computer-executable 
instructions for performing the recited method (see, for example, column 5, lines 33-49, which 
shows applying software patches, i.e. computer-executable instructions, to an operating system 
inherently stored on a computer-readable medium). 

With respect to claim 16 (currently amended), Hammond discloses a computer- 
implemented method (see, for example, the abstract), comprising: 

(a) building an activation context associated with executable code, the activation context 
identifying dependency information (see, for example, column 8, lines 23-58, which shows 
building an activation context associated with an executable application to load a DLL or 
assembly under an alias, and column 9, lines 25-40, which shows that the activation context 
identifies dependency information); 
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(b) interpreting the dependency information associated with the executable code, the 
dependency information identifying at least one particular version of an assembly (see, for 
example, column 7, line 51 to column 8, line 5, which shows interpreting dependency 
information associated with the application to determine a particular version of the DLL or 
assembly); and 

(c) associating with the executable code at least one mapping based on the dependency 
information, each mapping relating a version independent assembly name that the executable 
code may provide to a version specific assembly identified in the dependency information (see, 
for example, column 7, line 51 to column 8, line 5, which shows associating with the application 
a rule or mapping from the requested DLL name to a specific version of the DLL or assembly). 

With respect to claim 17 (original), the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the dependency information is provided in an 
application manifest associated with the executable code (see, for example, column 5, lines 7-18, 
which shows that the information is provided in a configuration file associated with the 
application, i.e. in an application manifest). 

With respect to claim 19 (original), the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein at least one mapping maps a version 
independent name to an assembly stored in a common folder with an application executable file 
that corresponds to the executable code (see, for example, column 5, lines 30-34, which shows 
that the application is an executable file in a directory and the DLL or assembly may be 
commonly located in the same directory). 
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With respect to claim 20 (original), the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein at least one mapping maps a version 
independent name to a shared assembly in an assembly cache (see, for example, column 6, lines 
40-54, which shows mapping the requested name to a DLL or assembly located in a shared 
directory, i.e. in an assembly cache). 

With respect to claim 21 (original), the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the dependency information provided by the 
executable code corresponds to an assembly having an assembly manifest associated therewith, 
and further comprising, interpreting the assembly manifest (see, for example, column 5, lines 7- 
18, which shows that the information is stored in configuration files associated with the DLLs or 
assemblies, i.e. in assembly manifests). 

With respect to claim 22 (original), the rejection of claim 21 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the assembly manifest specifies that a 
particular version of an assembly be replaced with another version of that assembly (see, for 
example, column 8, lines 6-22, which shows replacing a version of a DLL or assembly with 
another specified version). 

With respect to claim 25 (original), the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the at least one mapping is maintained in an 
activation context, and further comprising, persisting the activation context (see, for example, 
column 8, lines 23-58, which shows alias mappings maintained in a database, i.e. in an activation 
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context; also see, for example, column 9, lines 25-40, which shows persisting the activation 
context in the form of an alias file). 

With respect to claim 26 (original), the rejection of claim 25 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein associating with the executable code the at 
least one mapping comprises retrieving a persisted activation context (see, for example, column 
9, lines 25-32, which shows retrieving a persisted alias file or activation context). 

With respect to claim 27 (original), the rejection of claim 25 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein associating with the executable code the at 
least one mapping comprises constructing a new activation context (see, for example, column 9, 
lines 32-40, which shows constructing a new alias file or activation context). 

With respect to claim 28 (original), the rejection of claim 27 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the new activation context is constructed upon 
determining that an activation context does not exist (see, for example, column 9, lines 32-40, 
which shows constructing the new alias file or activation context when one does not exist). 

With respect to claim 29 (original), the rejection of claim 27 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the new activation context is constructed upon 
determining that an existing activation may not be not coherent with current policy (see, for 
example, column 9, lines 1-40, which shows determining whether a loaded module, i.e. an 
existing activation, is the correct version, i.e. is coherent with current policy, and then 
constructing a new alias file or activation context). 
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With respect to claim 3,0 (original), the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses running the executable code, receiving a request from the executable 
code to load an assembly, the request including data corresponding to a version independent 
name of the assembly and providing a particular version of the assembly for use by the 
executable code based on a mapping therefor (see, for example, column 5, line 58 to column 6, 
line 12, which shows receiving a request from a running executable application to load a module 
or assembly and providing the correct version; also see, for example, column 7, line 51 to 
column 8, line 5, which shows determining the correct version of the DLL or assembly based on 
rules or mappings). 

With respect to claim 3 1 (original), the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses a computer-readable medium having computer-executable 
instructions for performing the recited method (see, for example, column 5, lines 33-49, which 
shows applying software patches, i.e. computer-executable instructions, to an operating system 
inherently stored on a computer-readable medium). 

With respect to claim 42 (currently amended), Hammond discloses a system in a 
computing environment (see, for example, the abstract), comprising: 

(a) an initialization mechanism configured to interpret dependency data associated with 
executable code, the dependency data corresponding to at least one assembly version on which 
the executable code depends (see, for example, column 5, lines 27-30, which shows an 
initialization mechanism, and column 7, line 51 to column 8, line 5, which shows interpreting 
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dependency information associated with an executable application to determine a particular 
version of a DLL or assembly needed by the application); 

(b) an activation context, the activation context associated with the executable code and 
constructed by the initialization mechanism based on the dependency data, the activation context 
relating at least one version independent assembly identifier provided by the executable code to a 
version specific assembly (see, for example, column 8, lines 23-58, which shows an activation 
context associated with the application that relates the requested DLL name to an alias for a 
specific version of the DLL or assembly); and 

(c) a version matching mechanism configured to access the activation context to relate a 
version independent request from the executable code to a version specific assembly (see, for 
example, column 7, line 51 to column 8, line 5, which shows matching the requested DLL name 
with a specific version of the DLL or assembly). 

With respect to claim 43 (original), the rejection of claim 42 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the dependency data is included in executable 
code manifest (see, for example, column 5, lines 7-18, which shows that the dependency data is 
stored in a configuration file associated with the application, i.e. in an executable code manifest). 

With respect to claim 45 (original), the rejection of claim 42 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the initialization mechanism persists the 
activation context (see, for example, column 9, lines 25-40, which shows persisting the 
activation context in the form of an alias file). 
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With respect to claim 46 (original), the rejection of claim 42 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses an assembly loading mechanism configured to communicate with 
the executable code and the version matching mechanism to load the version specific assembly 
upon a request by the executable code to load a requested assembly, wherein the request does not 
include version specific data (see, for example, column 5, line 58 to column 6, line 12, which 
shows loading the correct version of the module or assembly requested by the executable 
application). 

With respect to claim 47 (original), the rejection of claim 46 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses the limitation wherein the assembly loading mechanism loads the 
version specific assembly from an assembly cache (see, for example, column 5, lines 52-57, 
which shows that the DLL or assembly is located in a shared directory, i.e. in an assembly 
cache). 

With respect to claim 49 (original), the rejection of claim 42 is incorporated, and 
Hammond further discloses a computer-readable medium having computer-executable modules 
configured to implement the recited system (see, for example, column 5, lines 33-49, which 
shows applying software patches, i.e. computer-executable modules, to an operating system 
inherently stored on a computer-readable medium). 

9. Claims 32-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 
6,185,734 to Saboff et al. (art of record, "SabofT). 
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With respect to claim 32 (currently amended), SabofF disclose a computer-readable 
medium having stored thereon a data structure (see, for example, the abstract, and FIGS. 5 and 

6) , comprising: 

(a) a first data store operable to store a first set of data comprising a name of an assembly 
(see, for example, service 509 in FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 11-18); 

(b) a second data store operable to store a second set of data comprising a version of the 
assembly (see, for example, version 513 in FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 53-55); 

(c) a third data store operable to store a third set of data comprising at least one item of 
the assembly (see, for example, state 510 and type 511 in FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 19-39); and 

(d) a fourth data store operable to store a fourth set of data comprising binding path data 
to each item in the third set of data (see, for example, path 507 in FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 5- 

7) ; 

(e) wherein each data store is operable to provide information to an activation context 
when executable code is executed (see, for example, column 5, lines 22-44). 

With respect to claim 33 (original), the rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, and SabofF 
further discloses the limitation wherein the binding path data comprises a location of a dynamic 
link library (see, for example, column 9, lines 53-55, which shows the location of a file, and lines 
33-39, which shows that the file may correspond to a library, i.e. to a dynamic-link library). 

With respect to claim 34 (original), the rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, and SabofF 
further discloses the limitation wherein the binding path data comprises an object class identifier 
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(see, for example, identifier 506 in FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 1-4, which shows a unique 
identifier that may serve as an object class identifier). 

With respect to claim 35 (original), the rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, and Saboff 
further discloses the limitation wherein the binding path data comprises a programmatic 
identifier (see, for example, identifier 506 in FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 1-4, which shows a 
unique identifier that may serve as a programmatic identifier). 

With respect to claim 36 (original), the rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, and Saboff 
further discloses a fifth set of data comprising data corresponding to at least one dependency on 
an assembly (see, for example, dependencies 504 in FIG. 6, and column 8, lines 57-59). 

With respect to claim 37 (original), the rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, and Saboff 
further discloses a fifth set of data comprising data corresponding to a Windows® class (see, for 
example, extensions 505 in FIG. 6, and column 8, lines 60-67, which shows data corresponding 
to the capabilities provided by a service, for example such as a Windows® class). 

With respect to claim 38 (original), Saboff further discloses a fifth set of data comprising 
data corresponding to a global name (see, for example, column 9, lines 11-18, which shows that 
the service name is an abstract or global name). 

With respect to claim 39 (currently amended), Saboff discloses a computer-readable 
medium having stored thereon a data structure (see, for example, the abstract, and FIGS. 5 and 
6), comprising: 
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(a) a first data store operable to store a first set of data comprising a version independent 
name of an assembly (see, for example, service 509 in FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 11-18); and 

(b) a second data store operable to store a second set of data comprising a filename path 
to a specific version of the assembly (see, for example, path 507 in FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 5- 

7); 

(c) wherein the second set of data is associated with the first set of data such that a 
reference to the version independent name in the first set of data is mapped to the specific 
version of the assembly via the second set of data (see, for example, service 509 and path 507 in 
FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 5-7 and 11-18); and 

(d) wherein each data store is operable to provide information to an activation context 
when executable code is executed (see, for example, column 5, lines 22-44). 

With respect to claim 40 (original), the rejection of claim 39 is incorporated, and Saboff 
further discloses a third set of data comprising a version independent object class name (see, for 
example, column 9, lines 11-18, which shows an abstract name that may serve as an object class 
name), a fourth set of data comprising an assembly name corresponding to a file that contains an 
object class that corresponds to the object class name in the third set of data (see, for example, 
column 9, lines 5-7, which shows a path to a file), and a fifth set of data comprising a version 
specific name that corresponds to the third set of data (see, for example, version 513 in FIG. 6, 
and column 9, lines 53-55). 
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With respect to claim 41 (currently amended), Saboff discloses a computer-readable 
medium having stored thereon a data structure (see, for example, the abstract, and FIGS. 5 and 
6), comprising: 

(a) a first data store operable to store a first set of data comprising a version independent 
object class name (see, for example, service 509 in FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 11-18, which 
shows an abstract name that may serve as an object class name); 

(b) a second data store operable to store a second set of data comprising an assembly 
name corresponding to a file that contains an object class that corresponds to the object class 
name in the first set of data (see, for example, path 507 in FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 5-7, which 
shows a path to a file); and 

(c) a third data store operable to store a third set of data comprising a version specific 
name that corresponds to the first set of data such that a reference to the version independent 
name in the first set of data is mapped to the specific version of the object class (see, for 
example, version 513 in FIG. 6, and column 9, lines 53-55); 

(d) wherein each data store is operable to provide information to an activation context 
when executable code is executed (see, for example, column 5, lines 22-44). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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11. Claims 18, 24 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hammond, as applied to claims 17, 16 and 42 above, respectively. 

With respect to claim 18 (original), the rejection of claim 17 is incorporated, and 
although Hammond discloses a common directory storing both the DLLs or assemblies and the 
executable file of the application (see, for example, column 5, lines 30-34), Hammond is silent as 
to the location of the configuration file or application manifest (see, for example, column 5, lines 
7-18). Accordingly, Hammond does not expressly disclose the limitation wherein the application 
manifest is associated with the executable code by being stored in a common folder with an 
application executable file that corresponds to the executable code. 

However, is well known in the art that configuration files or manifests and other 
application files may be stored in the same directory as the executable file. The advantage of 
such an arrangement is that the operating system may find the files using the predetermined 
search order (see, for example, Hammond, column 5, lines 30-34). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to store the configuration file or application manifest taught by Hammond in 
a common folder along with the application executable file that corresponds to the executable 
code, so that the operating system may successfully find the file. 

With respect to claim 24 (original), the rejection of claim 16 is incorporated, and 
although Hammond discloses interpreting dependency information (see, for example, column 7, 
line 5 1 to column 8, line 5) in response to a request from a running application to load a module 
or assembly (see, for example, column 5, line 58 to column 6, line 12), Hammond does not 
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expressly disclose the limitation wherein the dependency information is interpreted in response 
to receiving a request to execute the executable code. 

However, Hammond further discloses that the modules or assemblies are dynamic-link 
libraries, which are loaded and linked at run time, i.e. when the executable code is executed (see, 
for example, column 1, lines 23-32). It is well known in the art that DLLs or other assemblies 
may be required immediately upon execution of an application. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to perform the interpretation shown by Hammond in response to receiving a 
request to execute the executable code, because that request may require a particular version of a 
DLL or assembly. 

With respect to claim 44 (original), the rejection of claim 42 is incorporated, and 
although Hammond discloses storing the dependency data in a configuration file (see, for 
example, column 5, lines 7-18), Hammond does not expressly disclose the limitation wherein the 
dependency data is included in an XML file. 

However, it is well known in the art that XML is a flexible, standard markup language for 
structuring and organizing data. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to format the configuration file taught by Hammond as an XML file, for the 
purpose of structuring the dependency data using a standard language. 

12. Claims 23 and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hammond, as applied to claims 21 and 42 above, respectively, in view of Saboff. 
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With respect to claim 23 (original), the rejection of claim 21 is incorporated, and 
although Hammond discloses dependency information for an executable application (see, for 
example, column 7, line 51 to column 8, line 5), Hammond does not expressly disclose the 
limitation wherein the assembly manifest specifies at least one particular version of another 
assembly on which the assembly having an assembly manifest is dependent. 

However, Saboff discloses a registry structure that serves as an assembly manifest for 
managing versions of software components (see, for example, the abstract, and FIGS. 5 and 6), 
wherein the manifest specifies the assemblies upon which a first assembly is dependent (see, for 
example, column 7, line 61 to column 8, line 14). The dependency information specifies the files 
that are required by a library or assembly (see, for example, column 7, lines 61-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to extend the assembly manifest of Hammond with the additional dependency 
information taught by Saboff, for the purpose of specifying the files required by a particular 
version of an assembly. 

With respect to claim 48 (original), the rejection of claim 42 is incorporated, and 
although Hammond discloses dependency information for an executable application (see, for 
example, column 7, line 5 1 to column 8, line 5) and adding such information to an activation 
context (see, for example, column 8, lines 23-58), Hammond does not expressly disclose the 
limitation wherein the dependency data identifies an assembly that has assembly dependency 
data associated therewith, the assembly dependency data corresponding to at least one other 
assembly version on which the assembly depends. 
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However, Saboff discloses a registry structure that serves as an assembly manifest for 
managing versions of software components (see, for example, the title and abstract, and FIGS. 5 
and 6), wherein the manifest specifies the assemblies upon which a first assembly is dependent 
(see, for example, column 7, line 61 to column 8, line 14). The dependency information 
specifies the files that are required by a library or assembly (see, for example, column 7, lines 
61-64). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to extend the assembly manifest of Hammond with the additional dependency 
information taught by Saboff, for the purpose of specifying the files required by a particular 
version of an assembly. 

Conclusion 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to Applicant's 
disclosure. U.S. Patent No. 6,332,168 to House et al. discloses a method of, system for, and 
computer program product for providing a run time subsystem for run time libraries. U.S. Patent 
No. 6,442,753 to Gerard et al. discloses an apparatus and method for checking dependencies 
among classes in an object-oriented program. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael J. Yigdall whose telephone number is (571) 272-3707. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:30am to 4:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571) 272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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